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 An Investigation into the
 Personality Profile of Policy
 Entrepreneurs
 Paula J. King, Nancy C. Roberts
 Public entrepreneurs are important catalysts for social learning and
 public sector renewal.
 As the public spotlight fixes its glare on the performance of public sector
 institutions, policymakers and managers are challenged to produce inno-
 vative, cost-effective solutions to complex and seemingly intractable
 problems (Volker Commission Report, 1989). Innovation and entrepre-
 neurship, advocates claim, are needed to improve the productivity and
 performance of public sector institutions. Through entrepreneurial risk-
 taking, public entrepreneurs generate creative policy solutions, redesign
 governmental programs, and implement new management approaches to
 revitalize the public sector (Merritt and Merritt, 1985; Cohen, 1988; Doig
 and Hargrove, 1987; Drucker, 1985).
 However, the clarion call for innovation and entrepreneurship is not
 without its thoughtful critics (Reich, 1990; Lewis, 1984) who warn that
 public entrepreneurs can be expedient "manipulators" who play fast and
 loose with the public interest. Other theorists point to the "dark side" of
 the entrepreneurial personality (Lewis, 1984; Ramamurti, 1986), de-
 scribing flagrant abuse of power, misuse of people and resources, and
 ethically questionable-in some cases illegal-behavior to achieve policy
 goals (Caro, 1975; Ramamurti, 1986). The implication is that "free-
 wheeling" public entrepreneurs lack accountability and often behave in
 ethically questionable ways.
 This dichotomous view of entrepreneurship and innovation creates
 a dilemma for researchers and practitioners alike. Both must wrestle with
 the question, is it possible to have innovation and entrepreneurship
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 without the negative consequences or must the negative consequences
 automatically "go with the territory" of entrepreneurship? If so, how can
 public institutions protect themselves from the dark side of entrepre-
 neurship while retaining some of its advantages?
 These questions remain unanswered primarily because we under-
 stood so little about the process of public entrepreneurship and the
 personalities, values, and behaviors of individual entrepreneurs. Intrigued
 by the question of whether entrepreneurship invariably leads to lack of
 accountability, misuse of power, and ethically expedient actions, as some
 of the literature suggests, we decided to launch a study of public entre-
 preneurs. Our goal was to examine entrepreneurs' strategies and actions
 in the innovation process in order to document their methods of opera-
 tions. In addition, we ought to develop, through a battery of psychologi-
 cal tests, their psychological profiles. This article reports on the psychology
 of public entrepreneurs; research on their activities and the policy inno-
 vation process itself can be found elsewhere (Roberts and King, 1989;
 Roberts and King, 1991).
 In the following section we briefly review the literature on the
 psychology of public entrepreneurs. Next, we describe our sample and
 methodology. Our results are summarized in the third section, which
 also includes a psychological profile of the public entrepreneurs we
 studied. In the discussion section, we compare the profile we found with
 other psychological descriptions documented in the literature and offer
 three alternative explanations for our findings. We conclude by offering
 criteria to hold public entrepreneurs accountable and to ensure that
 outcomes of entrepreneurship serve the long-term public good.
 Psychological Profiles of Public Entrepreneurs
 We found only three studies that investigate in any depth the psychology
 of public entrepreneurs. Of these, two develop a psychological profile
 (Lewis, 1984; Ramamurti, 1986) and one does not (Doig and Hargrove,
 1987). All three studies are limited by their reliance on retrospective,
 biographical, and psychohistorical methods; none use psychometric test
 instruments to develop psychological profiles (Lewis, 1984; Ramamurti,
 1986; Doig and Hargrove, 1987).
 For the most part, these theorists studied executive entrepreneurs-
 powerful bureaucrats such as Hyman Rickover, J. Edgar Hoover, or
 Robert Moses-known for their immense skill at providing clear strate-
 gic direction for their respective agencies while expanding their scope
 and mission through innovative programs (Lewis, 1984; Ramamurti,
 1986; Doig and Hargrove, 1987).
 Studies characterized executive entrepreneurs as complex, multidi-
 mensional individuals who are "conventionally neurotic . . . not ...
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 'well-adjusted' or even 'well-rounded' " (Lewis, 1984, p. 236); lacking
 in "concern for the feelings of others" (Lewis, 1984, pp. 235-236);
 willing "to use people as though they were objects" (Lewis, 1984, pp. 235-
 236); goal and achievement-oriented; willing to use "nearly any means
 at all" to reach their ends, including bending the rules (Lewis, 1984,
 p. 243) and outright illegality in at least one case (Ramamurti, 1986,
 p. 154); and, "crafty .. . snake-oil salesmen of the first order" (Lewis,
 1984, p. 243). The Machiavellian side of their personalities is evident in
 their unbridled use of power to gain undisputed control and domination
 of their public agencies (Lewis, 1984). At times motivated by thinly
 veiled self-interest, these innovators used ethically questionable strate-
 gies to achieve their personal and organizational objectives.
 More positively, executive entrepreneurs were also described as highly
 creative, self-confident, hard working, full of creative ideas, tenacious in
 translating their creative ideas into reality, charismatic, dedicated, deci-
 sive, willing to serve their country, and highly energetic (Ramamurti,
 1986, p. 145).
 While Doig and Hargrove (1987) did not specifically develop a
 psychological profile of executive entrepreneurs, they did identify three
 personal characteristics as "crucial" for successful innovative action in
 complex environments including: "a capacity to engage in systematic
 rational analysis; an ability to see new possibilities offered by the evolv-
 ing historical situation; and a desire to 'make a difference'-to throw
 one's energies and personal reputation into the fray in order to bring
 about changes" (p. 11).
 Methodology
 The site of this research was the Minnesota state capital from 1984
 through 1988. Here, a "classic interest group struggle" was waged for the
 "hearts and minds" of policymakers (unattributed quotations come from
 our informants). On one side were advocates of public school choice,
 favoring dramatic educational restructuring. On the other side were
 opponents supporting an incremental, capacity-building approach to
 improve Minnesota schools. See Roberts and King (1989), King (1989),
 and Roberts and King (forthcoming) for a complete description of the
 debate, the context, the players, and the process of public policy inno-
 vation.
 Sample. We first identified our sample based on Kingdon's (1984)
 encompassing definition of public entrepreneurs. Kingdon called entrepre-
 neurs "advocates who are willing to invest their resources-time, energy,
 reputation, money-to promote a position in return for anticipated future
 gain in the form of material, purposive, or solidary benefits" (p. 3).
 Our initial sample included nine policy advocates from outside gov-
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 ernment, as well as several key actors in formal positions of power and
 authority such as the commissioner of education, the governor, a state
 senator, and a state representative. Kingdon's definition created concep-
 tual problems, however, for a number of his critics called his definition
 too inclusive: "[A]nyone with a novel idea-President Reagan to a low
 level bureaucrat could be an entrepreneur."
 After developing a typology of public entrepreneurs (Roberts and
 King, 1989), and making further refinements of the concept of public
 entrepreneur (Roberts, forthcoming), we reduced the sample to six pub-
 lic entrepreneurs who fit our revised definition. Public entrepreneurs are
 social actors who are involved in the three phases of the innovation
 process: the creation, the design, and the implementation of innovative
 ideas in public sector practice. Because they worked outside the formal
 boundaries of the governmental system to initiate innovation, the six
 public entrepreneurs we examined were identified more specifically as
 policy entrepreneurs.
 To maintain confidentiality, we describe their career positions and
 educational levels in general terms: the executive director of a well-
 respected public affairs think tank (Ph.D.); the head of a powerful busi-
 ness lobbying group (J.D.); the president of a nonprofit organization
 aimed at health care reform (J.D.); a professor and elected public official
 (Ph.D.); a policy analyst and former think-tank head (M.A.); and an
 author-educator (Ph.D.). These highly educated and accomplished indi-
 viduals shared a commitment to public service and a passion for influ-
 encing the process of policymaking.
 Data Collection. Ongoing data collection for the entire study took
 place from August 1984 to September 1988. Multiple data collection
 methods were employed (Yin, 1984, pp. 79-97). The multiple methods
 included:
 1. In-depth interviews, which occurred in three distinct waves (104
 interviews with sixty-two different respondents). Twenty in-depth in-
 terviews were conducted with the policy entrepreneurs alone. The
 average interview with each policy entrepreneur lasted one and a half
 hours and the longest was three and a half hours.
 2. Participant observation at the Governor's Discussion Group meetings
 and retreat (monthly meetings for eighteen months). This policy
 development group was formed to develop a "visionary plan" for
 education in Minnesota and included all key stakeholders in the
 educational reform policy debate with the exception of legislators
 (although aides attended on occasion). The governor attended peri-
 odically to lend morale support to the group.
 3. Direct observation at education-related gatherings, such as legislative
 testimony or quasi-social functions.
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 4. Archival research (which spanned fifteen years).
 5. Surveys, including a background information survey of policy entre-
 preneurs and a survey of policy entrepreneur influence/impact ad-
 ministered to key members of educational interest groups.
 6. Administration of a battery of psychometric tests (described below)
 which were scored by professional psychologists.
 7. For this chapter, content analysis of other studies such as Lewis
 (1984) and Ramamurti (1986) to identify the psychological charac-
 teristics of executive entrepreneurs.
 Three of six policy entrepreneurs (50 percent) completed the test bat-
 tery. Unfortunately, the three who did not take the tests were key players
 in the initial formulation of the innovative ideas espoused in Minnesota.
 Two of the individuals were viewed by key educational insiders as "key
 sources of innovative ideas in the subsystem" and "important players" in
 mobilizing support for enactment of the ideas. The third individual was
 viewed as a "passionate" spokesperson for public school choice and as
 a "key strategist." As a result of their absence from data, we hypothesize
 the findings of the test battery underrepresent the creative thinking
 capacity, cognitive complexity, and change-agent orientation of the policy
 entrepreneurs. Those who refused gave reasons such as "I don't believe
 in test batteries"1 or "I am too busy at this time to take the tests."
 Psychometric Instruments. The three instruments used in this study-
 the Loevinger Sentence Completion Test of Ego Development (SCT), the
 California Psychological Inventory (CPI), and the Myers-Briggs Type
 Indicator (MBTI)-are standardized psychometric instruments used for
 personality assessment and management development. We provide a
 brief description of the instruments and the rationale for their use below.
 The Loevinger Sentence Completion Test of Ego Development (SCT)
 was selected because it measures the so-called master trait in personality
 development: ego development (Loevinger, 1976, p. 41). The SCT was
 designed to measure four coherent facets of ego development: impulse
 control/character development, interpersonal style, conscious preoccupations,
 and cognitive style (see Loevinger, 1976, pp. 15-28, for more details).
 In this theory, six stages of ego development are proposed, each
 having a distinct "inner logic" or cognitive structure (Loevinger, 1976,
 p. 11). It is important to note that all people do not automatically evolve
 to higher stages of ego development: individuals may "stall" at a particu-
 lar stage and not progress to more evolved and mature stages of devel-
 opment. Stage 1-3/4-the transition from Conformist to Conscientious-is
 the modal level of ego development in the United States (Loevinger,
 1976, p. 19).
 The California Psychological Inventory (CPI) was selected because
 it measures overall personality integration, providing standardized as-
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 sessment of a wide range of personality dimensions, including domi-
 nance, capacity for status, sociability, social presence, self-acceptance,
 independence, empathy, responsibility, socialization, self-control, good
 impression, communality, well-being, tolerance, achievement via con-
 formance, achievement via independence, intellectual efficiency, psy-
 chological-mindedness, flexibility, femininity/masculinity (Gough, 1987).
 The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) was selected to measure
 four broad personal preferences, which according to Jungian theory
 affect patterned behavior and action: the E/I preference (extrovert/intro-
 vert); the S/N preference (sensing/intuitive); the T/F preference (think-
 ing/feeling); and the J/P preference (judging/perceiving) (Myers, 1980,
 p. 1).
 Results
 Psychometric Test Results. Table 1 provides a summary of test results
 for three policy entrepreneurs who took the psychometric instruments
 described above. (For complete presentation of test battery results, see
 King, 1989.)
 Sentence Completion Test Results. As Table 1 indicates, the policy
 entrepreneurs demonstrate high levels of ego development as measured
 by the SCT. One policy entrepreneur is a Stage 1-5 and two are Stage I-
 4/5, scores well above the modal score (Stage 1-3/4). Based on these scores,
 their cognitive style is characterized by the following: a capacity to see
 patterns in ideas and across policy systems; the ability to process large
 amounts of complex data; the ability to distinguish between process and
 outcome; a toleration of ambiguity and paradox; and the capacity to see
 existential humor in life situations (Loevinger, 1976, pp. 24-25). The
 Stage 1-5 individual also has the capacity to synthesize and integrate ideas
 and alternatives which may-on the surface-appear incompatible to those
 operating at lower stages of ego development.
 These scores on the SCT also reveal an interpersonal style character-
 ized by respect for the needs and rights of others, acknowledgment of
 their own and others' needs for autonomy, increased acceptance of self
 and others, increased freedom to make their own mistakes (1-5), and
 recognition of the inherent interdependencies in self and others.
 Their character development, judging from their scores on the SCT,
 indicates a concern for "broad abstract ideals" and values, a healthy
 respect for individual differences, and a concern for personal motives
 and behavioral consequences of action rather than rules and regulations
 to guide behavior.
 Finally, we see in their scores on the SCT mature conscious preoccu-
 pations or predominant thoughts that are concerned with "detaching"
 from the need to achieve (a conscious preoccupation of individuals at
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 lower stages of ego development) which is replaced with self-fulfillment
 motives and the awareness that all problems cannot or must not be
 solved.
 California Psychological Inventory Results. CPI results indicate that the
 policy entrepreneurs are "well-integrated" personalities who fully utilize
 their potential. (All are Alpha 7, indicating the highest level of personality
 integration.) That is to say, they are change-agents/reformers who insti-
 gate societal reforms (such as policy change) and achievement-oriented
 "doers" who possess both leadership and managerial potential. CPI re-
 sults also indicate average to somewhat above average creativity potential.
 Myers-Briggs Type Indicator Results. Two policy entrepreneurs are Es
 (Extrovert) and one is an I (Introvert), a 2 to 1 ratio that compares to a
 3 to 1 ratio in the general population (Myers, 1980, p. 54). All are Ns
 (Intuitives), a significant finding because seventy-five percent of the
 general population shows a preference for sensation (MacKinnon, 1978,
 p. 60). Two of three policy entrepreneurs are judging types (J) and one
 a perceptive type (P), indicating preferences for making objective deci-
 sions in a decisive manner rather than focusing on feelings and emotion.
 In combination, these preferences produce one ENTJ type, one INTJ
 type, and one ENTP type.
 Policy Entrepreneur Personality Profile. From the test battery results,
 seven profile dimensions were developed. The dimensions are:
 1. Policy entrepreneurs are well-integrated personalities (CPI-Alpha 7)
 who scored high in ego development (SCT scores of 1-5 & 1-4/5).
 2. They are achievement-oriented with "strong drive to do well" (Gough,
 1987, p. 27) (CPI)
 3. They are action-oriented change-agents who view themselves as "in-
 stigators of constructive social action" (Gough, 1987, p. 27) (CPI).
 4. They possess high levels of leadership potential (CPI-Special Scale).
 5. They possess high levels of managerial potential (CPI-Special Scale).
 6. They are imaginative, inventive innovators (MBTI-N preference
 and CPI-Creative Potential Scale).
 7. They are critical, analytical thinkers (MBTI-T preference) who prefer
 to analyze problems in an objective, systematic manner.
 Field Study Results. One goal of our fieldwork was to determine
 whether profile results derived from the test battery would parallel
 behavior found in the world of partisan politics. We found field data
 supporting each profile dimension for all three of the policy entrepre-
 neurs. The examples below illustrate how these dimensions were mani-
 fested through action and behavior. We were unable to find data to
 disconfirm these profile dimensions.
 Ego Development. Ego development consists of four facets introduced
 above (Loevinger, 1976). The first facet, cognitive style/complexity, is
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 demonstrated by the policy entrepreneurs' ability to conceptualize com-
 plex projects such as large-scale policy change, to work independently
 for extended periods in order to achieve their goals, to anticipate second-
 order effects of policy changes, and to work without frustration because
 they understand their tasks as long-term endeavors.
 The second facet, interpersonal style, was confirmed by observing
 policy entrepreneurs' interpersonal interactions and asking others how
 they perceived the policy entrepreneurs. In general, their interactions
 were characterized by openness to new ideas (although they were not
 easily influenced to change their minds), respectfulness, existential hu-
 mor, and tolerance of differences. All were frequently described by
 others as "persons of high integrity who respect others and their views."
 Character Development. This dimension, defined as concern for broad,
 abstract social values and ideals, was also evident. We identified a cluster
 of four core values and found our subjects' behavior to be congruent with
 these values: serving the public interest (which led them to careers in
 public service); fostering "democratic principles" (which led them to
 advocate public school choice); valuing ideas as the source of policy
 innovation (which led them to search for novel solutions to policy is-
 sues); and seeking spiritual or "community" connectedness (which en-
 abled them to work long hours for community interests rather than
 self-interest). Contrary to conventional wisdom in political science and
 economics (Oren, 1988; Mansbridge, 1990), we did not find self-interest
 to be the primary motivator of entrepreneurial actions.
 Finally, their conscious preoccupations reflected an awareness of life's
 inner conflicts and the need to find greater balance in one's pursuits.
 Achievement-orientation-characteristic of their early careers-focused
 on making a contribution to society. Conscious preoccupations-during
 the time of the study-reflected existential questions of purpose, mean-
 ing, future plans, and priorities.
 Achievement-Orientation. The numerous achievements of the policy
 entrepreneurs were frequently acknowledged by other key actors such as
 the governor, the commissioner of education, lawmakers, media people,
 and other change-agents. Most often they were credited with "innovative
 ideas," hard work on behalf of policy reform, and their public service.
 Change-Agency. These policy entrepreneurs are self-defined change-
 agents who trace the roots of change-agency to several sources: the civil
 rights movement in the South in the 1960s; educational experiences under
 the tutelage of Benedictine monks which fostered a social and economic
 justice orientation; and a father who was a Methodist minister, who instilled
 the value of making change to correct society's ills. We corroborated their
 change-agency by tracking their long-standing advocacy of several innova-
 tive policy reforms spanning a period of thirty years.
 Leadership and Management Potential. Not only do these entrepre-
 neurs possess high levels of leadership and management potential as
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 measured by the CPI, their career paths demonstrate success in these
 roles. Two of three held elected political office in Minnesota at one time
 or another; all are considered "thought leaders" in the business and
 policy communities in Minnesota; and all have held numerous leadership
 posts throughout their careers. In addition, two of three policy entrepre-
 neurs were, at some time, chief executive officers of third-sector organi-
 zations, including nonprofit think tanks and community colleges. The
 third has broad project management experience both in Washington,
 D.C., and at a large research university.
 Capacity for Innovation. Believing in the power of ideas-especially
 innovative ones-to prompt change and shape history, the policy entre-
 preneurs used their innovative ideas to challenge the conventional para-
 digm in education policy. Other key policy actors-begrudgingly at
 times-described them as innovators who were "prime movers" behind
 the initiation and enactment of public school choice in Minnesota.
 Critical, Analytical Ability. Critical thinking ability, as measured on
 the MBTI, is exemplified in their logically coherent challenge to the
 status quo in education. Field data revealed their ability to analyze
 complex data about the "performance decline" in education; draw con-
 clusions about the causes of the decline; formulate novel policy ideas/
 solutions to rectify the decline; identify preferred policy outcomes; evaluate
 policy for its efficacy and soundness; and formulate logically coherent
 arguments to persuade others to adopt their initiatives.
 Discussion
 The psychological profile summarized in Table 1 indicates that the
 policy entrepreneurs in this study are well-integrated, cognitively com-
 plex, achievement-oriented change-agents who espouse and adhere to
 core values while seeking to serve the public interest and make a lasting
 contribution to society. How does this profile compare with executive/
 public entrepreneurs cited in the literature?
 Similarities. We find numerous similarities in the psychological pro-
 files between policy entrepreneurs and executive entrepreneurs:
 1. Executive entrepreneurs (Lewis, 1984; Ramamurti, 1986) and policy
 entrepreneurs are achievement-oriented, defined by Gough (1987) as
 a "strong drive to do well" (p. 7) and achieve goals.
 2. Both executive and policy entrepreneurs are change-agents who in-
 stigated large-scale policy changes in the public sector.
 3. Executive and policy entrepreneurs demonstrated leadership poten-
 tial.
 4. Executive and policy entrepreneurs demonstrated managerial poten-
 tial.
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 5. Both executive and policy entrepreneurs are recognized innovators
 with a track record of translating innovative ideas into implemented
 programs in the public sector.
 6. Both types of public entrepreneurs are critical, analytical thinkers.
 Differences. Despite the similarities identified above, we found three
 significant differences between policy and executive entrepreneurs. These
 differences, summarized in Table 2, include interpersonal style, use of
 power, and manifestation of core values and ideals.
 First, the policy and executive entrepreneurs exhibited differences in
 terms of interpersonal style. Executive entrepreneurs studied by Lewis
 (1984) and Ramamurti (1986) treated subordinates as objects; acted in
 petulant, vengeful, or devious ways toward those perceived as enemies
 (Caro, 1975); used ethically questionable means to reach goals and
 objectives (Ramamurti, 1986); and engaged in self-promotion and ag-
 Table 2. Differences Between Policy and Executive Entrepreneurs
 Characteristic EJxecutive Entrepreneurs Policy Entrepreneurs
 Interpersonal style Manipulated people to Generally respectful
 achieve their ends Tolerant of individual
 Acted in vengeful or coercive differences
 ways Open to views of others-
 Used ethically questionable however, not easily
 means convinced
 Were self-promoting Ethical
 Preferred a low-key approach
 Expression of Used positional power Used collective power
 power Controlled vast resources Relied on personal resources
 including financial, such as ideas, relationships,
 material, and human influence, and hard work
 Actualization of Espoused higher-order values Espoused and acted upon
 values and ideals such as public service- core values
 outcomes were not always Acted from sense of duty
 in the best interest of Used ethical methods
 society (Caro, 1975)
 Self-interest was a strong
 motivator of action (Reich,
 1990)
 Used ethically questionable
 methods
 Sources: For executive entrepreneurs, Lewis, 1984; Ramamurti, 1986. For policy entrepreneurs,
 King, 1989; Roberts and King, 1991.
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 grandizement. As stated above, the interpersonal style of the policy
 entrepreneurs could be described as generally respectful, tolerant of
 individual differences, ethical and open to the views of others, although
 not easily persuaded.
 Second, policy and executive entrepreneurs differed in how they
 expressed power. It is widely recognized that success and survival at the
 upper echelons of government often demands the adoption of "Machia-
 vellian" behavioral strategies (Gabris, 1991, p. 214). As top-level man-
 agers, the executive entrepreneurs in these studies masterfully amassed
 positional power and, at times, resorted to "Machiavellian" strategies to
 reach their goals. Policy entrepreneurs, in contrast, consistently actual-
 ized their power in a collaborative manner, working with others rather
 than employing coercive tactics to overpower them.
 Third, policy and executive entrepreneurs differed in actualization of
 higher-order values and ideals. Both types of entrepreneurs espoused
 commitment to higher-order values. However, critics raise legitimate
 questions about whether the executive entrepreneurs paid only lip ser-
 vice to higher-order values since their actions, at times, were grossly self-
 interested, ethically questionable, and not in the best interest of society
 (Caro, 1975; Reich, 1990; Lewis, 1984; Ramamurti, 1986). The policy
 entrepreneurs, on the other hand, appeared more congruent, organizing
 their day-to-day actions around their core values and deeply held beliefs.
 Accounting for the Differences. We found numerous similarities be-
 tween the profiles of executive entrepreneurs and policy entrepreneurs.
 We were interested in what accounts for these differences and found
 three explanations: first, differences may be explained by position in the
 policymaking system (Pfeffer, 1981; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978); second,
 differences may be based on entrepreneurs' stage of development (Loevinger,
 1976; McClelland, 1975, 1987; Kohlberg, 1981); and third, differences
 may be based on an interaction among person/situation/environment
 (Endler, 1983; Magnusson and Endler, 1977).
 Differences Explained by Position. Profile differences could be ex-
 plained by the positions occupied by the two types of public entrepre-
 neurs. Chief executives of public agencies-like those studied by Lewis
 (1984) and Ramamurti (1986)-need power to effectively run their
 organizations and launch ambitious programs of agency expansion (Kanter,
 1977; Kotter, 1978; Pfeffer, 1981). One could interpret their need for
 power and its manifestation, as described by Lewis (1984) and Ramamurti
 (1986), as a natural outgrowth of the positions they held. As executives
 of public bureaus, their so-called power obsession could be nothing more
 than the need to expand their resources-financial and otherwise-and
 build their bases of power to enable them to "get things done" in the very
 complex, interdependent arena characteristic of public bureaus (Heymann,
 1987). The greater their autonomy and resource control, the less depen-
 dent they would be on others in that arena, and the greater their power
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 would likely be (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). Given their position in the
 hierarchy, it is not unreasonable to see them exercise more reward and
 coercive power (French and Raven, 1959), a power normally expressed
 as hierarchical power "over" others rather than collective power "with"
 others (Roberts, 1986, 1991).
 In contrast to the executive entrepreneurs, the policy entrepreneurs selected
 positions outside the formal apparatus of government. They too needed power
 to get things done, but their power bases were not built on position and
 resource control. Instead, they relied most heavily on the power of their
 innovative ideas, the logic of their arguments, and their ability to influence
 others to adopt these ideas. Reliant on those in formal positions of authority
 in the government to champion their ideas, push their initiatives on to the
 action agenda, and vote for enactment, their power, by necessity, was more
 collective in its expression. In fact, policy entrepreneurs had no control over
 others; they only had power in joining forces with others to accomplish their
 collective ends (Roberts, 1986). Field study data from observations, inter-
 views, and surveys all underscore this point: the entrepreneurs manifested
 their power in collective ways (King, 1989). In summary, the differences
 between the profiles of executive and policy entrepreneurs could be attrib-
 uted to their location in the policy system.
 Differences Explained by Stage of Development. A second explanation
 for profile differences among public entrepreneurs is based on develop-
 mental theory (Loevinger, 1976; Erickson, 1963; McClelland, 1975).
 Test data presented above indicate policy entrepreneurs operated well
 above the model Stage 1-3/4 on the SCT. Results reveal high levels of
 cognitive complexity, interpersonal competence, character development,
 and mature conscious preoccupations (Loevinger, 1976, pp. 15-28). In
 contrast, Lewis's and Ramamurti's executive entrepreneurs appear to
 base their actions from lower stages of ego development, although ana-
 lyzing differences from this perspective is difficult without test data on
 executive entrepreneurs' stage of ego development.
 Content analysis of Lewis's (1984) and Ramamurti's (1986) studies
 of executive entrepreneurs reveal patterns of behavior consistent with
 lower stages of development, including incongruity between espoused
 values and actual behavior, the use of ethically suspect means to obtain
 strategically important ends, and conscious preoccupations with amass-
 ing power and control. Again, their penchant for power and their inter-
 personal style are qualitatively different from that of policy entrepreneurs.
 Striving for uncontested domination of their public bureaus, the execu-
 tive entrepreneurs did not hesitate to use coercive power to intimidate
 their adversaries. For instance, Robert Moses had many of the city offi-
 cials in New York City living in fear: "[H] e hired skilled investigators he
 called 'bloodhounds' who were kept busy filling dossiers. Every city
 official knew about those dossiers, and they knew what use Moses was
 capable of making of them" (Caro, 1975, pp. 14-15).
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 Although evidence linking ego development with the way a person con-
 ceptualizes and expresses power is limited, initial research reveals individu-
 als at lower stages of ego development tend to create more hierarchical structures
 of power, and are more likely to express their need for power in more com-
 petitive rather than collective terms (Roberts, 1985, 1987). Along a similar
 line of reasoning, McClelland (1975) proposed that stage of psychosocial
 development influences how power is manifested. He speculates that "the
 power motive is expected to express itself in different ways, depending on
 a person's level of maturity" (McClelland, 1987, p. 305). Individuals at lower
 levels tend to express power through impulsive, aggressive, or "anti-institu-
 tional" activities (McClelland, 1987, p. 327). Those at higher levels value
 "understanding of others, tolerance, serving the common good, and showing
 compassion" (McClelland, 1987, p. 304). Thus, an alternative explanation
 of the profile differences is that executive and policy entrepreneurs differ in
 terms of stage of psychosocial development. Perhaps the policy entrepre-
 neurs in our sample are at a higher stage of psychosocial maturity than the
 executive entrepreneurs studied by Lewis (1984) and Ramamurti (1986).
 This speculation is based, in part, on their report of spiritual, altruistic, and
 public service reasons to explain why they were involved in public innova-
 tion. In contrast, the executive entrepreneurs of Lewis and Ramamurti seem
 to be at a lower stage of psychosocial development, manifesting their n Power
 in hierarchical and, in some instances, coercive ways.
 Differences Explained by Interaction of People and Situations. A third
 possible explanation for the differences among public entrepreneurs is
 derived from the "interactionist perspective" in psychology (Magnusson
 and Endler, 1977; Magnusson, 1981). Based on this explanation, per-
 sonal characteristics (including cognitive, motivational, and emotional
 factors) are expected to interact with situations to account for behavior.
 Here, a selection/choice model is offered to explain why people choose
 certain environments/situations/career paths. Endler states: "We shop
 around and select those situations that are rewarding and try to avoid
 those that are painful.... We shape our environments, but our envi-
 ronments also shape us" (Endler, 1983, pp. 169-170).
 Thus, it is possible that entrepreneurs "self-select" into particular career
 paths ("situations") that match their psychological profiles, needs, and
 preferences. In other words, situations-broadly defined-are selected for
 the perceived and actual characteristics public entrepreneurs find rewarding
 and which fit their cognitive style, motivational makeup, and level of
 psychosocial maturity or ego development. Situations allow for different
 behavioral manifestations of the psychological attributes outlined above.
 Using this line of reasoning, policy entrepreneurs perhaps selected
 positions outside government because they preferred to work in
 nonbureaucratic settings that more readily allow the expression of shared or
 "mutual" power (McClelland, 1975). On the other hand, the executive
 entrepreneurs of Lewis (1984) and Ramamurti (1986) may have preferred
This content downloaded from 205.155.65.56 on Fri, 19 May 2017 18:35:29 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms
 188 King, Roberts
 large, public bureaus precisely because "large, formal, public organizations
 are power instruments of great significance" (Lewis, 1984, p. 250). For these
 executive entrepreneurs, large public agencies allow them to express their
 need for power as hierarchical power over resources and people.
 Conclusion
 Our assessment of policy entrepreneurs, both in terms of the battery of
 psychological tests and our extensive field research over a period of five
 years, has led us to develop a psychological profile for them that is
 different from those of executive entrepreneurs found in the literature.
 Having speculated on why these differences exist, we now wish to return
 to the critics whose warnings about public entrepreneurs sparked our
 initial interest for this study.
 We agree that, despite our need for public sector innovation and
 renewal, we cannot ignore the destructive potential of public entrepre-
 neurship. In the name of public entrepreneurship, laws can be broken,
 people can be abused, power can go unchecked. Holding public entre-
 preneurs accountable is imperative. The question is how?
 In his book Public Management in a Democratic Society, Reich pro-
 vides an answer we find compelling. Eliminating the criteria of effective-
 ness and responsiveness from consideration, he offers a third, deliberativeness,
 which he believes can best lead to accountability. Deliberation requires
 the public manager (and we would add the public entrepreneur) to enter
 into a relationship with the public and its intermediaries to determine the
 public good. While the public manager is expected to bring "certain
 ideals and values and even some rather specific ideas about what . . .
 should be done," the manager nevertheless must "look to the public and
 its many intermediaries as a source of guidance" (Reich, 1990, p. 7).
 Using this third alternative, the public manager becomes "a participant
 in an ongoing public deliberation about how problems are to be defined
 and understood, what the range of possible solutions might be, and who
 should have the responsibility for solving them" (p. 7).
 In our view, it is the adoption of this open, deliberative process
 aimed at the public good that determines whether public entrepreneurs
 can be held accountable. As an example, at no time did the policy
 entrepreneurs in this study avoid the legislative and administrative ap-
 paratus of government-in fact, they embraced it. And through constant
 association with the media and opposition groups, they were always
 involved in deliberation in one form or another. Although their indi-
 vidual personality characteristics and values may have played a role in
 their choice to enter a deliberative relationship with the public, ulti-
 mately, we can keep all public entrepreneurs accountable if we insist
 they follow the path of deliberation and "social learning" as advocated
 by Reich (1990, p. 8). In our study, an example of accountability through
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 deliberation was the Governor's Discussion Group. This stakeholder
 collaboration (Roberts and Bradley, 1991)-which met for more than
 eighty hours over eighteen months-brought together forty-four people
 representing the major educational organizations and a coalition of ac-
 tivist-citizens (including the policy entrepreneurs) to formulate a "vi-
 sionary plan" for education in Minnesota. In this forum, competing
 policy coalitions wrangled, debated, compromised, and ultimately forged
 a plan that served as the policy blueprint for public school choice in
 Minnesota, a successful policy initiative touted as a national model. The
 public interest was served by this collaboration, for it prevented any
 individual or group from manipulating the policy outcome.
 It is important to broaden our thinking about public entrepreneurs
 beyond the narrow view portrayed in the literature (Reich, 1990; Lewis,
 1984; Ramamurti, 1986) and to acknowledge that shortcomings-in
 some cases grave-of some public entrepreneurs do not constitute rea-
 son to label all public entrepreneurs as manipulative, devious, and self-
 interested. As sources of creativity and innovation, public entrepreneurs
 are important catalysts for social learning and public sector renewal. The
 challenge is ours to keep them accountable through the deliberative
 process.
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